Writing a dissertation is the most challenging task for students, especially the Integrated Results and Discussion chapter. One solution would be to offer them a template of the rhetorical flow of this chapter. However, to date, a limited number of studies have been conducted on the rhetorical movement of this chapter. Therefore, the rhetorical units of Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of 40 Master's dissertations in the hard and soft science disciplines obtained from a Malaysian local public university were investigated. The findings indicated that this chapter focused predominantly on presenting the results followed by commenting on them. Disciplinary variation was observed in the use of 'referring to previous research' and 'making overt claims or generalizations' which were observed more in the dissertations in the soft sciences. Besides, 'invalidating results' was found more in the dissertations in the hard sciences. To conclude, knowing the prevalent moves may heighten the awareness of novice postgraduate students to align their writing to the academic writing conventions. Furthermore, awareness on the disciplinary variations of the use of certain rhetorical moves would sensitize novice writers to the preferred disciplinary style of writing Integrated Results and Discussion chapter.
Introduction
Writing a dissertation as a specific genre is a challenging task for ESL students because of the linguistic complexities, the size of the text, and the high standards of language use that must be met in writing a dissertation (Thompson 2012 , Dong 1998 . This challenging task is particularly difficult for ESL students in writing Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of dissertations. In other words, ESL student writers are required not only to have the knowledge to write in the English language, but they should also be equipped with the necessary skills to "argue logically and coherently the meaning of the research results" (Dong 1998: 369 According to Thompson (2012) , writing Results and Discussion chapter of dissertations is difficult for ESL students because of their unfamiliarity with the rhetorical conventions of the target language. According to Hyland (2004: 15) , move analysis research assists to critically appraise texts and consequently, it raises ESL students' awareness of "how texts actually work as communication". Through recognizing move structure of Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of dissertations, authentic example and comprehensible text structures of this important chapter of dissertations will be provided to ESL student writers. Move analysis entails recognizing a series of rhetorical moves that constitutes discourse structure of a particular genre and consequently, each move performs its own particular communicative purpose.
In line with this understanding, Bhatia (2001: 84) argues that moves are "rhetorical instruments that realize a sub-set of specific communicative purposes associated with a genre". As such, recurrent particular moves and their presence in genre-specific texts enable move analyzers to distinguish between different genres (Swales 1990) . Similarly, according to Upton and Connor (2001: 5) , moves are identifiable because of their communication purposes and their rhetorical functions. In consequence, rhetoric function knowledge is of importance in writing convention. This importance is due to the role that rhetoric function plays in contributing to the overall communicative purpose of the text (Thompson 2012) .
A number of move analysis studies have been conducted either on the Results section or Discussion sections of research articles (e.g. Brett 1994 , Posteguillo, 1999 , Nwogu 1997 , Yang & Allison 2003 , Atai & Falah 2005 , Kanoksilapatham 2007 , Fallahi & Erzi 2003 , Kanoksilapatham 2005 ; however, to the knowledge of the researchers, no study has investigated the rhetorical units of Integrated Results and Discussion chapter of theses as an emerging genre in corpus studies. Therefore, to fill this gap and to shed light on the rhetorical structures of Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of ESL students' writings, the present study analyzed Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of Master's dissertations written by ESL students in the soft science disciplines and hard science disciplines hereinafter referred to as SS and HS respectively. Ebrahimi and Chan (2013: 31) discussed that an Integrated Results and Discussion chapter of a research can be entitled as "Results and Discussion". According to Stoller and Robinson (2013) , in Integrated Results and Discussion, results are presented and simultaneously discussed in a seamlessly integrated argument and the argument may be included in a paragraph or even in a sentence. Even though the choice of adapting the structure of writing thesis chapters is left to students, they show more tendency to merge the two chapters into one.
One possible reason is that in this structure, students do not have to make cross-references between specific parts of the result(s) and specific parts of discussion(s). On the other hand, from the reader's side, it is easier to read and follow the contents when the results and discussion are integrated.
Method
To achieve the above-stated objectives of the study, a mixed methodology of quantitative and qualitative paradigms was utilized. Descriptive statistics was utilized to obtain the necessary database in terms of computing and illustrating the frequencies of the employed rhetorical move and steps in the corpus. On the other hand, qualitative data was found to be useful in order to provide an in-depth description of the rhetorical movements of the examined texts.
Among the proposed models for move analysis of Results and Discussion (e.g. Swales 1990 , Weissberg & Buker 1990 , Brett 1994 , Yang & Edwards 1995 , Yang & Allison 2003 , Kanoksilapatham 2005 , Holmes 1997 , Hopkins & DudleyEvans 1988 , Posteguillo 1999 ), Kanoksilapatham's (2005) model was selected due to its comprehensiveness and up-to-dateness. Since no model was proposed to investigate Integrated Results and Discussion chapter of dissertations, Kanoksilapatham's (2005) models for Results section and for Discussion section were integrated and in order to improve the accuracy and reliability of the model, a pilot study was performed. The sectioning or sub-sectioning strategies of the texts which are performed under macro analysis of the texts (Schiffrin et al. 2003) are not taken into consideration.
The corpus of the pilot study consisted of eight dissertations. From these eight dissertations, two were from Chemistry, two from Physics, two from English, and two from Economics. The pilot study revealed that the merged model was compatible with the corpus of the study; however, two steps (Structure of Section and Pointer) which were borrowed from Brett's (1994) model and were missing in the initial models were added to the analytical framework of the study.
Besides, in order to improve the accuracy and reliability of the present study, two raters were consulted -they analyzed 20 dissertations taken from the main corpus of the study (5 from each discipline). Both raters have a PhD in Linguistics and both are experts in the area of discourse and genre analysis. The results of the raters' analysis were compared with the framework of the study. Inter-rater reliability was determined by comparing the researcher's color-coding with the co-raters' identification of the moves, noting agreements and disagreements on the presence and absence of each move. The percentage agreement was calculated using the formula A/(A+D) x100 where A = the number of agreements and D = the number of disagreements. This method was used by some researchers (e.g. Arulandu 2006 , Biber et al. 2007 .
In this study, the percentage agreement was found to be 96.88, which is an acceptable rate (Al-Zubaidi 2013, Biber et al. 2007) . Where there were discrepancies, a consensus was reached after a discussion with the raters. In the case of a disagreement, a vote was taken. In other words, two agreements were needed to confirm a step as a rhetorical pattern or as a specific part of the analytical model.
Forty dissertations' Integrated Results and Discussion chapters were used as the sample of the study. Twenty of the dissertations were selected from the HS disciplines (ten from Physics and ten from Chemistry) and twenty of the dissertations were selected from the SS disciplines (ten from English and ten from Economics). The total word number of the corpus of the present study is 200,000, which was identified as a reasonable corpus worthy of investigation (Ooi 2001 , Kennedy 1998 . Due to ethical issues, the title of the dissertations and the name of the authors are kept confidential. Additionally, a permission letter was obtained from the university which holds the copyright of the dissertations.
The analysed dissertations were written by ESL students and contained an Integrated Results and Discussion chapter. The investigated Integrated Results and Discussion chapters were mostly the fourth chapter of Master's dissertations from the years 2002 to 2012. It should be noted that the guidelines proposed by the university did not mention details such as the rhetorical organization of the dissertations. They only presented the overall organization of the dissertations.
PhD theses were not chosen as the corpus of the study, because they are long texts, running up to 100,000 words in length, and they are also difficult to obtain as there are usually not many dissertations written in any one department, at a single university. There may be errors in students' writings (Al-Buainain 2011); however, error analysis is not in the scope of the present study. Another justification for choosing Master's dissertations as the corpus of this study is that in the study by Arulandu (2006) , it was revealed that the use of similar rhetorical and linguistic strategies was similar between the Master's and PhD dissertations.
In addition, this study specifically focused on the dissertations from one institution because the researcher, as a student at the same university, was familiar with the site and staff. This justification was also echoed by Kennedy (1998) , who underlined the importance of accessibility and availability of the corpus in conducting discourse analysis.
Additionally, Paltridge (2002: 17) argued that since the beginning decades of the 21st century, public university students have become diverse in terms of "race, gender, nationality and economic background". In line with this argument, Duderstadt (2000: 22) emphasized that in the 21 st century, since students of public universities "come from different backgrounds", they have the capabilities of performing research with "different intellectual objectives". Duderstadt (ibid.) concluded that a single public university may provide a diverse population for data gathering purpose.
Data analysis procedures
In order to carry out the analysis, firstly, attempts were made to describe the patterns of the rhetorical moves and steps in the corpus of the study. Secondly, it was endeavored to demonstrate how the patterns of rhetorical moves and steps in the examined corpus differ between the HS and SS disciplines. To achieve these objectives, the researcher gained an in-depth insight of the corpus by a thorough perusal of the whole corpus. Then, the rhetorical moves and steps of the corpus were highlighted in the light of the analytical framework of the study. As such, all the Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of the dissertations of the study were read once again sentence by sentence. Some sentences were found to have complex structures and contained more than one communicative purpose. In such cases, the steps in a complex sentence were analyzed and discussed as different units of rhetoric. After identifying a step in the whole corpus, a descriptive account of the function of that specific step was presented.
Finally, the frequencies of occurrence(s) of the identified moves and steps were computed and tabulated. Research has shown that a move or step can be either optional or obligatory (Kanoksilapatham 2005 , Yang & Allison 2003 , Brett 1994 . As a rule of thumb, Li (2011) concluded that those moves which occur more frequently can be considered as obligatory and those that happen less frequently can be evaluated as optional. In line with Kanoksilapatham (2005 Kanoksilapatham ( : 2007 , if a step was found in 60 per cent or more than 60 per cent of the number of the texts (in this study 12 or more than 12 out of 20 for each science), that step was considered as an obligatory one and if the occurrence number of a step was less than 60 per cent of the total number of the investigated texts, then that step was considered as an optional one. This method of analysis is also attested by Biber et al. (2007) . Total number of moves 2812 As seen in Table 1 , M4 followed by M5 have the highest frequency in both the HS and SS disciplines. The high frequency of M4 and M5 shows that the main functions of Results and Discussion chapter are to present the results (M4) and comments on the results (M5). This result is congruent with Ebrahimi and Chan's (2013: 30) study, who opined that this chapter presents and highlights the results and comments on them. The high frequency of M4 and M5 was also attested by Kanoksilapatham (2005) , who stated that the main function of a Results and Discussion section is objective presentation of results (M4) and simultaneously providing subjective comments on them (M5).
Results
Furthermore, the high frequency of occurrence of M4 is attested by Brett (1994) in the SS. Brett (1994: 47) argued that repeated occurrences of the rhetorical move are in line with the purpose of presenting results of a study. On the other hand, the lowest frequently found moves were M8 and M9. This low frequency of M9 and M8 is not surprising as the Conclusion chapter is normally provided for writers to discuss the limitation of the study and recommendation for further research (Thompson 2005) .
Steps of rhetorical moves
The data also revealed that the rhetorical movement of the Integrated Results and Discussion chapter is not limited to just the move levels but there were steps in some of the rhetorical moves. Another remarkable overall illustration of the study's finding is the obligatory and optional status of the rhetorical movements (cf. According to Table 2 , rhetorical units of M1, M2S1, M2S4, M3S1, M4S1, M4S2, M5S1, M5S2, M5S3, M6S1, and M7S3 were found to have 60 per cent or more of occurrences in the HS or SS disciplines. Therefore these steps were considered obligatory. Besides, disciplinary variations were observed in M3S2, M4S3, and M7S5. In the HS disciplines, M3S2 and M7S5 were obligatory. But they were found to be optional in the SS disciplines. On the other hand, in the SS discipline, M4S3 was obligatory, but in the HS disciplines, it was optional.
Functions and forms of rhetorical movements
In order to provide an insight into the nature of the rhetorical units of the texts, a detailed description of each rhetorical unit identified in the data is presented in the following section. In addition, excerpts from the corpus are presented to clarify the moves/steps.
M1:
Indicates the order and content of the text which follows (Brett 1994: 52) :
This chapter also presents the finding and discussion of the study ... (Economics) In both sciences, M1 was found to be obligatory (HS: 75%; SS: 100%).
All the dissertations written in the SS used this move in order to present the organization of their chapters. However, in the HS, this move was not found in five dissertations. The fact that M1 was found in all the dissertations in the SS is synonymous with the study of Brett (1994) , who also found M1 in articles of Sociology. As another finding of the present study, it was found that M1 was mostly used at the beginning of the chapters to present the order of the contents of the chapter. However, in seven cases (out of 40 dissertations) it was found at the end of the chapter to explain the contents of the next chapter.
M2:
Describes why and how the data of the study have been produced. The frequency of occurrence of this move was 159 in the HS and 222 in the SS. The high frequency of occurrence of this rhetorical unit is explicable in terms of students' concern about the validity of their research findings, which is also attested by Salmani Nodoushan (2011). This rhetorical move is also reported by Kanoksilapatham (2005) . She mentioned that such a rhetorical structure can be used to emphasize some important information about the preceding methods section. According to Kanoksilapatham (ibid.) , the move also aimed at preparing the readers for the other moves which focus on the results of the study.
M2S1:
Explains the aims and purposes of the study: 
This step was found in 16 dissertations (80%) both in the HS and SS disciplines and consequently evaluated to be obligatory. A plausible reason for the presence of this step in most of the dissertations in the HS and SS disciplines is that before the argument of the Results and Discussion could take place, the aim of the study needed to be explicitly stated. Therefore, in the Integrated Results and Discussion chapter, preparation of ideas is necessary and is one of the features of cohesion in successful writing.
M2S2:
States the research questions of the study:
Do learners improve in general pronunciation (all sounds in English) using the scaffolding-based software? (English) In this study, M2S2 was found to be an optional step both in the HS and SS disciplines. Only 20 percent of the chapters in the SS used this step and it was not used in the HS disciplines at all.
M2S3:
Presents the hypothetical statements of the studies:
As such, it was hypothesized that heat affects magnetic and electrical properties of yttrium iron garnet. (Chemistry)
This step was optional in both the HS and SS. Scrutinizing the texts revealed that the use of M2S3 was not a concomitant occurrence of other M2's steps. In other words, as a way of communication, whenever M2S3 was found in the texts, the other steps of M2 were not used.
M2S4:
Reports the procedures or methodological techniques that were employed in the production of data: M2S4 is one of the most frequently found steps in this study. This step was evaluated obligatory because all the 40 texts in the HS and SS disciplines explained and clarified the utilized methodological techniques by using this rhetorical unit. One possible explanation for the high frequency of occurrences of this step may be linked to the nature of this rhetorical unit. In other words, by the use of M2S4, students emphasized the validity of their research findings. Therefore, they relied too much on background information of their study and consequently provided more explanation about the utilized methodology.
M3:
Explains and justifies procedures or methodology of the research. M3 with a frequency of occurrence of 170 accounted for 6.05 per cent of the moves in the corpus. The frequency of occurrence of this move in both the HS and SS was equally 85 (cf. Table 1 ). The use of this move may be interpreted as an indicator that student writers perceive that their results could not adequately and convincingly speak for themselves. Thus, they needed a good reason for the adopted methodology in order to emphasize that by its application they have obtained the results. M3S1 was obligatory both in the HS (90%) and SS (80%). Accordingly, no disciplinary variation was observed in the use of this step.
M3S2:
Refers to the findings of previous research that had an influence on the choice of the study's procedures:
Importantly, as suggested by De Vita and Abbott (2002) and Kollias et al. (2008) This step was found to be optional (40%) in the HS and obligatory (80%) in the SS. The plausible reason may be that in the HS, the theories and methodologies are stable and more replicable (Hedges 1987 , Sargent 1994 . For example, a writer in chemistry may refer to the Mendeleev table, which has an unchangeable list of chemical substances with their properties. However, in the SS, there are different theories for a variable or a factor. For example, there are many theories of second language acquisition proposed by different scholars in the field of linguistics (e.g. Krashen's Innatist theory or McLaughlin's Cognitive theory). Therefore, the authors in the SS tend to emphasize, repeat, and remind the reader(s) of the specific theories, the methodologies and the methods they used in their studies.
M4:
Reports the obtained results from the studies. M4 was found to be the most frequently found move in the corpus.
M4S1:
Informs the reader which data was going to be discussed: It was evaluated as an obligatory rhetorical unit in both groups of texts since it was found in all the dissertations. Almost in all the occurrences of M4S1, the next rhetorical unit (either in the following sentence or embedded in the same sentence) referred to the results of the study. Results of the study were communicated by M4S2:
The calculated lattice parameters (a, b and c) M4S2: Provides justification about the validity of the findings. In fact, through this step, the writers communicate with the scientific discourse community. They present their results to contribute to the knowledge of the field: M4S2 was the most frequently used step in the whole corpus of the present study. Since the entire texts used this rhetorical unit to communicate information, M4S2 was classified as an obligatory rhetorical unit both in the HS and SS. M4S2 was a concomitant of some other steps. For example, it was used frequently together with M2S4: The frequent manifestation of M2S4 when presenting the results may imply that student writers focused on the methodology in order to validate their results. In other words, they present a methodology to show that they have gained the results through valid procedures or methods. Another common co-occurrence of M4S2 was with M6S1: These co-occurrences can be explained in terms of student writers' efforts to generalize and validate the results of their studies. As such, they immediately connect the results of their studies to the established body of knowledge. As other rhetorical units that were concomitants of M4S2, it can be referred to M5S1 and M5S2. Whenever the student writers were concerned about supporting the results of their study, they explained, interpreted, and generalized their results. In fact, the writers presented their subjective explanations on the results after presenting them objectively. The co-occurrence of M4S2 and M5S1 is displayed in the following example from the corpus. 
M4S3:
Refers to the presentation of the unexpected results or the results that are contrary to the initial hypothesis of the study. Consequently, the authors suggested to the scientific community that they contributed something novel that might be worth further investigation. The following excerpts from the present study's corpus show how the ESL student writers communicated the differences in their results.
(15) On the contrary, for OPEFB-g-PS/HIPS and crude OPEFB-g-PS/HIPS composites, the hydroxyl group peak shifted to slightly lower frequencies, from 3424 cm -1 to 3364 cm -1 for OPEFB-g-PS/HIPS composite and 3374 cm -1 for crude OPEFB-g-PS HIPS composite. (Chemistry)
In order to highlight the differences, the authors used conjunctions such as 'although', 'however', and 'on the contrary'. M4S3 with an occurrence number of twelve out of 20 texts (60%) was considered as an obligatory rhetorical unit in the HS. But it was realized as an optional step in the SS with an occurrence number of ten out of 20 texts (50%).
M5:
Presents comments on the results. The idea of presenting the results and simultaneously commenting on them is not in agreement with the guideline by the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (1996: 32-35). However, The Integrated Results and Discussion chapters in this corpus are completely integrated. Besides, Kanoksilapatham's (2005: 280-282 ) views about presenting results and simultaneously providing comments on the results were in agreement with the findings of the present study.
This view of integrating the two rhetorical units (M4 and M5) in a unified section is also advocated by Ebrahimi and Chan (2013) . As a conclusion, by the use of M5, the writers' subjective comments and judgments on the results were presented. M5 with a percentage occurrence of 20.66 per cent was the second most frequently used rhetorical move of the present study. This result is expected, as it has been proposed by Yang and Allison (2003) that the main function of the Results and Discussion chapter is to present the results and provide comments on them. The high frequency of M4 and M5 and the nature of these two moves suggest that scientific findings have a rather limited value unless they are located in a broader context and go beyond the objective presentation of the results of the study.
M5S1: Provides reasons for the findings or explains the results of the study: (16) This is probably due to the type of resources and activities available in the AKFRA that might not be conducive for the older people to enjoy. (Economics)
This step was used in more than 60 per cent of the texts in both disciplines. Therefore, it was evaluated as obligatory. This step was found to co-occur with M6S1 in some of the sentences of the corpus: This co-occurrence probably happened because the writers explained the results of their studies in order to connect them to the existing established body of knowledge.
M5S2:
Makes generalizations based on the results of the study or interprets the results of the study: 
75
Since M5S2 was used in the Integrated Results and Discussion chapters of all the 40 dissertations (i.e. the entire corpus), this step was found to be obligatory in both the HS and SS.
M5S3:
Compares the findings of the study with the findings of other studies or with the proposed hypothesis: As can be observed from the example, after presenting the results of the study, the authors presented the results of other studies, which could be consistent or inconsistent with the studies. This comparison was used by the student writers to evaluate the findings of their study and consequently move towards supporting their study's hypotheses. This step was used in 80 per cent of the dissertations in both the HS and SS. Therefore, it was evaluated as an obligatory rhetorical unit.
M5S4:
Referred to the limitations arising from a specific result obtained from the study. The excerpt below is an example of M5S4: Only two dissertations in the HS used this step to communicate limitations of their studies. On the other hand, in the SS, no communication was performed by the use of this step. As a result, this rhetorical unit was evaluated as an optional step in the whole corpus. The reason for the limited number of occurrences of M5S4 is explicable in terms of the fact that most of the writers preferred to discuss the limitations of their studies in the fifth chapter of the dissertations, which is mostly titled as Conclusion chapter (Thompson, 2005) .
M5S5:
Provides a summary of the whole study, parts of the study, or the results of the study:
(21) … summarized that using HM during HD gives the highest yield of essential oils, EO (%) with 0.035 to 0.078%, followed by MELs during WD and DD with 0.029 to 0.049% and 0.024 to 0.037%. (Physics) M5S5 was optional in both types of disciplines. The possible reason for this is that the summary of the study in the dissertations was mostly presented in the last chapter that is the Conclusion chapter.
M6: provides a detailed description of the study. Kanoksilapatham (2005: 283) maintained that by employing M6, the authors "go beyond the results and place their work under the scrutiny of the discourse community".
M6S1:
Refers to the general knowledge of the field that was already established and accepted by the discourse community: (22) Temperature is one of the important reaction parameters for grafting reaction.
(Chemistry)
This step was obligatory in both the HS and SS (HS: 95%; SS: 95%). Therefore, it may be deduced that going beyond the results of a study was a matter of importance in both types of science disciplines. It may also be interpreted as a way that the students validated their own results by connecting or relating the results to the established body of knowledge. M6S2 was optional in both types of disciplines (correspondingly, 50% and 55% of the texts in the HS and SS).
M7:
Highlights the strengths of the study and defends the research success.
M7S1:
Restates the methodologies of the research. This step was mostly used at the end of Integrated Results and Discussion chapter: This step was optional in both science disciplines (in the HS, 20% of the dissertations used it, and in the SS, 40% of the dissertations used it). This rhetorical unit was found to be a restatement of M2S4 that was usually used in Looking at the above example, it can be seen that the results were presented and explained first (M4S2 or M5S1). Then a general claim was made based on the results. This step was optional in the HS since it was used in 45 per cent of the dissertations, whereas it was obligatory in the SS (90% of the dissertations). This disciplinary variation suggests that in the SS, the authors emphasized their claims more when making generalizations that contributed to the knowledge of disciplines.
M7S6:
Provides examples in order to support an argument or strengthen a claim: M7S6 was optional in both HS and SS disciplines (HS: 10% of the texts; SS: 55% of the texts).
M8:
Presents the limitations of the study with regards to the findings, methodology, and/or the claim made by a study. Percentage of use of M8 was only 0.60 per cent accounting for all the moves of the corpus. Kanoksilapatham (2005: 285) commented that the high percentage of occurrences of this move is a sign of the scientists' carefulness and honesty in admitting the limitations of the various aspects of their study. Therefore, based on the above results and Kanoksilapatham's (2005) comment, the low frequency of this move may be interpreted as the authors' lack of consideration and confidence in admitting the limitations of their studies.
Regarding the present study's results, as another interpretation of Kanoksilapatham's (2005) remarks, it may be deduced that the student writers did not intend to critique their studies in order to avoid affecting or questioning the validity of their research. Finally, another reason for a limited number of occurrences of this step may be attributed to Thompson's (2005) As an optional step, M8S1 was only found in two dissertations in the SS. This step was not used in the HS. Thompson (2005) stated that limitations of a study should be communicated in an independent chapter of dissertations. Consequently, the low frequency of occurrence of M8S1 can be interpreted as evidence that student writers preferred to write based on Thompson's (2005) guide and reported the limitations of their studies in the last chapter of their dissertations.
M8S2:
Presents limitations about the methodology of the study: M9 was not found in the SS' texts. It was optional in both HS and SS. There are two possible reasons for the low occurrences of this move. The first reason is that suggestions for the future research are mostly communicated in the last chapter of the dissertations, that is Conclusion chapter (Thompson 2005) . Another possible reason, as it is attested by Berkenkotter and Huckin (1995) , is that researchers themselves prefer to conduct a particular research instead of explicitly suggesting it to other researchers.
Conclusion
To conclude, the findings of the study revealed that Integrated Results and Discussion chapters comprised nine moves. Besides, it was clarified that some subrhetorical units or steps constituted some of the moves. According to the findings of the study, Integrated Results and Discussion chapters focused on presenting the results of the study by communicating in M4 followed by commenting on the gained results, which constituted Move 5. These two moves together with their sub-units or steps constituted the most frequently used rhetorical units of the investigated texts. On the other hand, M8 and M9 were the least frequently used rhetorical units, which indicated that the ESL student writers preferred to communicate these two rhetorical units in the last chapters (Conclusion) of the dissertations. It was also revealed that because of the size of the dissertations, the writers need to remind the readers of the methodology, or objectives of the study. They firstly referred to a specific objective (M2); then they repeated what tools or method they used to reach the objective (M3). Then, they presented the results objectively (M4), and commented on the results subjectively (M5).
Disciplinary variations, in terms of obligatory and optional steps, were observed in M3S2, M4S3, and M7S5. In the HS, M3S2 and M7S5 were obligatory. But they were found to be optional in the SS. On the other hand, in the SS, M4S3 was obligatory, but in the HS, it was optional. The plausible reasons for these variations may be the difference between the nature of theories and methodologies in the HS and SS and the laboratory-based nature of HS studies.
As mentioned before, one benefit of writing results and discussion as an integrated chapter is that, from the author's side, it is easier to write this chapter. When the two chapters are separated, the authors have to make many crossreferences between specific parts of result(s) and specific parts of discussion(s). Moreover, from the reader's side, it is easier to read and follow the contents when the results and discussion are integrated. In a nutshell, in line with Hyland (2004) , the findings of the present study are congruent with the argument that move analysis critically evaluates texts and increases readers' awareness of how a text works and communicates efficiently to convey the meaning. As such, the results obtained from the study are useful for students studying in different disciplines and ESP (English for Specific Purposes) teachers and thesis writing courses. Besides, the results of the study may give a pedagogic utility to ESP teachers who teach reading comprehension to develop reading materials since knowledge of the genre conventions is of relevance for assisting them.
